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For years. psychology departments some confidence that the Instrument Leak7 found that students viewed rearound the nation have Justified the used to measure student perceptions search participation positively. In exuse of subject pools as having educa-has some validity?
ploring student attitudes toward retional value for students.l.2.3 That is, These questions have been ad-search. Nimmer and Handdsman8 they claim that students can learn dressed In the past with mixed re-performed a quasi-experiment with firsthand about the research process suits. Britton4 developed a question-groups of students working In differthrough participation. and this out-of-natre to assess the ethical and educa-ent research situations. They found class activity fosters an understand-tional aspects of subject pool partici-that students felt that research paring and appreciation for psychological patton. and found that an experimen -ticipation does have some educationresearch. Ideally. there is a dual bene-ter's politeness. student comfort. and at value. Further. they recommend fit (to the researcher and the student the explanation given for performing adequate debriefings and giving a participant) with mtntmal risk (typi-the experiment rated highly. while the one-page questionnaire to students cally the time necessary to partici-educational value of the experience for their feedback. pate). In the last fifteen years. however. rated somewhat lower. Britton urged
In their survey of graduate departsome have begun to question whether superviSOrs of subject pools to gather ments In psychology. Sieber and participation In a subject pool is a Information about the subjects' expert-Saks5 noted that some departments valuable educational experience.4.S ence. and suggested improving the have developed an evaluation form to A related issue is that of coercion debriefing process as a method of en-assess educational value. The preor perceived coercion for students to hanctng that experience. Debrieflngs sent study is an extension of that participate In research. While an In-tend to be seen as a critical compo-approach. InvoMng the development teresting issue. it is not the focus of nent. Coulter6 suspected that tnsuffi-of an assessment Instrument dithis paper. We attempt to answer the cient debrieflngs were responsible for rected to student-participants. and following: (1) Do students feel that students rating research experiences its use by a group of researchers for participating in research is a learning as boring, irrelevant, and a waste of one academic year. experience? and (2) Can we have time.
Of course, student opinion of reMethod R. Eric Landrum. PbD, is associJlte professor search participation is nUxed. Aland Garvin CIwtain, PhD, is proftssor, Dethough Coulter6 found students held Partfc#pant8. Each student 111 the partmrnt of Psychology, Boise State University, negative attitudes toward research. General Psychology course at Boise
Boise. Idaho.
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State Un1VerS1ty is required to com-about the value of research participaresearchers at the begtnning of each plete some sort of outside-of-class tion. we formulated six items to which semester. They were asked to adminact1v1ty exposing him or her to psystudents replied using5-po1nt Likertister this form to 10 percent of their chologtcal research. Most students scale (strongly disagree to strongly research subjects. Researchers varchoose to be research participants. agree) responses. We also tracked the led in how they selected their sample: Duringthe 1993-1994 academic year. particular experiment for which the for example. those running stngteall researchers in the psychology de-form was completed. the date. the subject sessions administered the partment cooperated by having 10 number of other projects in which the form to every tenth subject. wh1le percent oftheirexpertmental subjects students had participated (our stuthose running group sessions occafill out an experiment spot-check dents need two research experiences). sionallyasked an entire group of stuform. Questions on the form are prethe semester of participation. and dents to complete the form. sented in Table 1 . Two hundred subwhether or not the student signed the Jects completed these forms during spot-check form (the student's signaResults the 1993-1994 academic year.
ture was optional). Materials. Based on a review of the Design. and Procedure. Spot- Table 1 presents means and standliterature and the general concerns check forms were distributed to all ard deviations for the six questionnaire items. as well as information on the number of days into the semester tions refers to the number of rotations necessary to find the optimal statistical solution.) Table 2 shows the factor loadings. scores Indicating the degree of expression on anyone particular factor (all above 0.5). Factors 1 (educational value) and 3 (profesSionalism) are the most important. Factor 2. time. seems to be an Index of how far Into the semester the experiment was completed. and Factor 4. with only one question loading on it. seems to identify disclosure (signature). Note: A factor loading represents the degree of relationship (or weight) between a parUcu1ar Item and a factor. 0nJy factor loadings above 0.5 are displayed here. Actually. each Item has a loading on all four factors. but It Is desired that the Item load highly (above 0.5 on one factor. and low on the other factors). Fortunately. thai Is the case In the present study.
Di8cussion
Do subjeCt pools have educational value? Our students' answer is yes. Students agreed with statements indicating that participating helped them to learn about psychology and to understand research better. and students strongly agreed that they were treated fairly and with respect. They further indicated that participating in the experiment added varI-IRB ety to the course. and that the pur-that make good sense considering the questions developed here. others can pose of the experiment was adequate-ortgtnalttems and the purpose of the have confidence In measuring the Iy explained. Contrary to the findings spot-check. Finding such underlying educational value and professionalof Coulter. our students disagreed patterns and factors Is part of the Ism of research partlctpatlon. that the experience was a waste of process or establishing validity or the Ume. These findings. on the whole. Since 1982 regulation of all clInJcal (also omdal format). case report fonn. addition. analysis of factors that tr1al protocols (phases I to M In and updated Investigator's brochure. could potentially lnfiuence--e1ther Spain. Irrespective of sponsorship. In-In recent years. a patient Information posttlvely or negatively-the time valves mandatory review and ap-sheet has also been requested. In ad-consumed by the review and approval proval by (1) the clInJcal tr1als com-dJtlon. health Insurance coverage for process Is also of Interest. since the mlttee (CTC) at each participating potentlal damages for subjects who results may bring possible sources of center. and (2) the Ministry of participate In trials Is also required by Improvement. Health. 1.2 The regulation also In-law.3 All documents should be In eludes guidelines for the composition Spanish. but In practice this Is limited Material and Methods of the CTCs (whJch must be approved to the protocol and forms related to by the Minisby of Health). and states patient's consent.
The fIrst 10 drug protocols submltthat they must evaluate ethical and Studying the protocol review and ted by our company to the CTCs since sclentlflc aspects of the protocol. as approval process at the ere level Is 1 July 1992 were evaluated. A datado ethics review commJtees In other relevant because of the Impact It may base of study and CTC-related feawestern countries. The content of the have on the tlming of cl1n1cal research tures was designed In advance for dossier submitted Is quite stand-projects. hence In their proper plan-this prospective study. The following ard1zed: protocol (accordJng to a 23-rung. Ddays in InItlatlngresearch due were recorded: type (local or multlnaIt"""' fn ",.t\ nAtl~t t'nn~t fnrm to thl!ll. rPVIf"W n~' have been a tkmaJl and nbase of nrotocol. essen-.~ , -----__n_n r ---~ ~ --.
-----n_no usource of concern.4-9 and they are Ual features of design (comparattve. IWaeI Ortep, MD, it Qi1dca1 Rnti81ch Mmlikely to become Increasmgty so In the use of placebo. double-blind. mulago, Medial Department. and Rafael Oat-Re, future, when shorter times for the tlcenter. etc.), time (days) from sub-MD, rhO, it Medical Dirtdor. SmithJ(Jirw International cllnJcal development of mission (by the Investigator) to ap8«chRm PlwnrlllaUtiaIls. Mm1riJ, Spain.
druQ$ are to be soUjl,ht actively, 10 In proval and from approval to reception
